
ACT Board Meeting
April 23, 2011

MINUTES

present: 
ACT Board: (18)
ACT Board absent, excused: (3)
ACT non-Board: (4)
CASLS: (1)

The Chair called the meeting to order at 3:10 p.m. Introductions and announcements: TAC 
meets next Monday to prepare for meeting with CHA Tuesday to discuss their proposed 
ACOP/RA changes and our comments on them.

NLIHC Conference

HR, FH, and SM reported on the recent conference of the National Low Income Housing 
Coalition (NLIHC). They attended the conference on behalf of ACT. We are a member of 
NLIHC.

HR: The workshops were organized in “tracks” of related subjects. There were eight “resident 
tracks.” One of the speakers at the Section 3 session was Catherine Bishop of National Housing 
Law Project. Office of Fair Housing and Economic Opportunity is HUD’s enforcement arm. 
Housing authorities are mandated to provide training around Section 3 employment issues. 
There are quotas for local businesses and residents participation in housing authority contracts. 
Other government departments have different requirements which also apply. Advocates 
should seek to use all these regulations in their work. It’s a goal of Section 3 to get residents into 
full time rather than seasonal jobs. Mr Manra has jurisdiction and issues annual performance 
reports. We have the right to get a copy of the HUD compliance report for CHA. There is no 
exemption for MTW authorities.

FH: Read from and commented on his written report. Expressed concern that ACT attendees 
didn’t coordinate so they would always be attending different workshops. AFFH Affirmatively 
Forwarding Fair Housing. There were serious problems in Westchester County NY: HUD 
monies intended for low-income housing were shifted from minority neighborhoods and put 
into general revenues, allocated to fire, police, and sanitary services for mostly white areas. 
Similar experiences in Texas and elsewhere. They got caught, HUD fined and forced 
compliance. Met Reginald Baldwin, leader of NYC tenants. ACT should network with him and 
others. Spoke with Barney Frank who is strongly against MTW. A lot of workshops were mostly 
about statistics, would have liked to see more resident-oriented workshops.
(from MARY’S NOTES)Forrest made a report on the Washington LOw Income Housing Annual 
Policy Conference: mentioned  many helpful residents with connections and good ideas.  MTW  
and its bad aspects brought up: many other housing authorities prevented it.* (its adoption)* 
SM: The food was good and he loved DC. In the workshops there was a lot of “hey how are 
ya.” In one we were cautioned not to ask the government officials substantive questions. 



Best speaker was Ms Johnston from Virginia. She said to be effective you have to work with 
people you may not like, work across racial barriers. Greensboro SC: tenants changed 
composition of city council. Olmsted from Georgia argued that whenever the State spends 
money it’s a political decision; that residents can and should be getting “wraparound services,” 
not just housing. It will take time to get reforms like this—it took 11 years to pass the Fair 
Housing Act. There were workshops on homelessness. NLIHC is not a tenant organization, it’s 
an advocates’ organization. They think CHA is “cutting edge” and great. He went to see Sen 
Brown (R MA) with Peggy Santos and Michael Keane. Brown knew that Keane had called him a 
Tea Party man and said that wasn’t true; we should speak with Republicans who are Tea Party.
(from Mary’s notes) Shams mentioned that Michelle Singleterry presented..  He said some 
people there were helpful, others not useful.  He suggested that you have to work with all of 
them and be there in the thick of the politics,  Olmstead of Georgia took Georgia’s housing 
problems to the Supreme Court (and other human-service agencies. His plan for helping people  
was through a Fair- Housing Workshop.  Seattle contingent did not, as non-profit reps., applaud  
MTW.  Saw Senator Brown with Peggy Santos and Michael Kane and Leslie Hoops-a Brown 
helper.  HR not a good bill to Brown.  He said Obama might not help low income folks if they 
don’t make presentations to him, forcefully.  Senator Kirk of Illinois, according to Kane, might  
be amenable to helping MA. 
 
BY-LAW CHANGES  (re: officers and standing committees)

BC presented working plan  re: how officers can and should be more active liaisons to/with 
CHA and the ACT board  (C)  ARTICLE VI, Section D, “Terms” needed changes after MOU 
denial. re. officers’ term of office - need to extend it.
GC: MOTION: Eliminate two  years, and make officers’ and board election (every two years  for 
a term of three years). The Motion was dropped, because there was no Second.  As of now  
everyone on the Board serves for 3 years.  JW offered an amendment to proposed changes that 
excepted officers.  Denied, because no Second.
VOTE: ORIG. MOTION. MOTION CARRIED . IN FAVOR-l5, AGAINST-2, ABSTAINED-l.
ARTICLE VI, Section C-Addition :  SH said Board does not vote on urgent decisions made and 
carried out  by the Officers, (when need arises), but they will  hear of it through report to the 
Board, and they may accept or reject action taken by the Officers through vote, after the fact. SH 
suggested removing “policy”-line 2, and “for approval”-line 3.
ST amended to remove “policy” and “approval”, and add “subject to its review”. (Go back to 
blue underlined.) No Second, so amendment failed. CAPZ made Motion
ARTICLE 6, Section ,C-3 without amendments.- MOTION made by CAPZ to accept , 
SECONDED by ST.  Vote:- in favor l5, against 2, abstained l. The Motion Carried
Removal of Officers: Article VI, Section F-concerning the Removal of Officers: ST MOVED  to 
table discussion of By-Laws , and move to Letter of Recognition. SECONDED by BoC.  VOTE: 
In Favor-9, Against- 8, Abstaining-2.  MOTION CARRIED.
wwBoC made a MOTION TO ACCEPT MINUTES of MARCH ACT- BOARD MEETING.  DS 
SECONDED the MOTION. Vote:  IN FAVOR- l7, No Negatives, Abstentions-l. MOTION 
CARRIED.



5)  LETTER OF RECOGNITION:  CAPZ asked that, going around the room, each ACT Board 
member  present express his/her views and/or reaction to the CHA’s Letter of Recognition.  
The ACT Board Members complied with her request.

The ACT Board Meeting was adjourned at about 5:50 p.m..


